Dear Dave and othdrs , 12/9/90 

I send you this lead review in today's Washington Post £ook World in part becaude 
of the importance of the underlying subject matt ter in today's world, in part, scholars, 
to illustrate to you that scholars can't be trusted to write correctly in areas of their 
accepted and established expertise ( I almost said "truthfully" because the revie&J'is a 
recognize d expert) , in part because from the first moment of the Israeli's war for in- 
dependence when. the entire Muslim world rejected the UN's creation of it? and also because 
when it comes to Israel, to a large degree the experts and even the more informed of the 
press belong to the flat-world society, at the "x" I intended to say that from that moment 
I've feared still another holocaust.. Hitler's was not the second for Jews. There were 
others, not the least of which was Mohammed's, never mentioned in anything I've seen, 

Por those of you who have the interest and the time I recommend Paul Johnson's "a 
History of the Jews."' He is a non-Jewish British writer. The book is still available in 
quality paperback from the Book of the i'Jonth C lub 1 s paperback subsidiary, Pof those of 
interest but without time for the entire book'’! recommend its last chapter, "Zion," in 
which Johnson traces, among other things, the total refusal of the entire «.rab world to 
accept the existence of any Jewish state, no matter how minuscule, in recent times going 
back to the -British Peel Commission of the 1930s. 

As I think all of you know, I've not been a practising Jews since my bar mitzvah, 
mostly I've not been sympathetic toward most Israeli government, particularly not those 
of the £ikud, and I've never had any particular interest in travelling to Israel. Not any 
more than I'd have liked other travel that was not possible for me. 

But I do remember what Hitler did and how much he was helped in rimin g it even by 
bur own government and the indifference of the world's leaders and, insofar I was able 
to try to get it published before Pearl Harbor, of the disinterest of magazines in an article 
I wrote based on contacts I was able to arrange with components of the anti-Hitler under- 
ground. I finally gave that article to a small Hewish publication. I remember the letter 
from a preacher in New J ersey describing thaT piece as the most powerful sermon of which 
he knew in recent years. 

I do not intend to suggest that the entire world is anti-Semitic and I do not for 
a moment believe this. I do have in mind the doctrine of a book probably all but one of you 
never heard of, itobert Nathan's "Hoad of Ages." His doctrine in that work was that a Jew* 
is primarily something else, like a banker, or a labor leader, etc. Por all countries and 
most editors, and by countries I mean governments , something else involving Israel is 
more important than its survival. 

I also attach the lead editorial in today's Post, it is infinitely superior to 
any other editorial I remember but it also is seriously flawed. I'll get to some of this 
where it is duplicated in the review of fakafat" by Walter - u eich. The *ditorial-page edi- 
tor and her deputy are both Jews. '' 

Heich is properly critical of the Wallachs for their factual errors but none is as 
ijignif scant as his own, especially whaTis said also in the editorial, that arafat recog- 
nized the right of the State of Israel to exist within secure borders araf at ' s 
December 1988 statement accepting Israel and rejecting terrorism.") "e did not! Heich 
dies refer to Arafat's "duplicity, "and "(h)is entire known history, from his earliest 
days... replete with examples of dtouble dealing and double crosses, of telling people 
w^hat he thinks they want to hear." ' x 'his is precisely what he aod&-, when coerced, in 
December 1988 - he said what our government wanted to hear but he also said it in a way 
- that told all Arabs who had special interedty' that he not only didn^t mean it - he didn't 
even say it. I followed that closely and saw and heard him on TV and I regret that today 
nobody in the media has gone back to what he actually said ary instead just accept the 
deliberate misreading and misinteppretation of our government. What hd actually said is 
that he accepted the right of the people of Israel to live in peace, etc. He doesn't 
recognize that there is a State o f Israel and he dmd not mention the State of Israel. 
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X t k °°i 3r J d if he “TT th0 State of Israel, what he said also would hare no real oeanlnr 
if he had because the Palestinian National '-ounael has refused to change its charter E 

state - « ^ -* * ■£*■< *«« 

of 

to Abdullah when he was only suspected of it. 

anti^iS/ ^“ ed by 0Ur 621(1 ° ther governments, many of which were and are 

l i W6re 1M>t » 68 the editorial does get close to without really saying 
it, t/fet is meaningless, xn terms of recognition of and peace for the State of Israel be- S 
caase except for Mgypt the entire Muslim world has refund not only recoSitton S e^I 

stw^wilh^i'T ?“* was T 016 begbling 10 * ■*»*• * 2P? S^iTT 

to lcl?!! ^ I 1 ’ As l0 r g as thlS iS true if Arafat 811(1 the genuinely .agreed 

to recognition and real peace, Israel still would not have either. 

+ , nf adat * re “ e “^r» di d agree t0 the Ca mp Ba vid accords and Israel did comply with 
them, heagan unilaterally rewrote then and * do not recall single official or jouSalistic 
report or comment on this. So much, from the Israeli sidef for agreements. They^mean 
nothing without what cannot be given toddy, assurances of abiding by them. 

■fcoT'TviTH ^ !jwv, P T t Z f 2 at f maeLned ^afat statement of policy was condemnation of 
terrorism. All the Arabs knew he didn&t mean it, was not condemning his own oast and 

do did d0 nothing to implement this. Worse, when his own people were 
caught in it, terdrism against civilians when there was no possible military obiective 
he refused to condemn that then or since. He also knows that if he did he’d not survive it. 

„ , . i V® f n J fVW J . so nuch more com P lica ted thati the review of the editorial indi- 
cate* although this time the editorial is ever so much closer to the realities than I cL 
remember for the Post. (l interject that for all the Post's extensive^rtSg^m^r 

its U Lade^\j C ^ reC S 1 n ° 8ingle St0ry ° r artiCle that in any w undStaiSf to inform 
its readers of either the present actualities or of history, recent or past.lt also leaves 

ts readers in ignorance of world attitudes toward somewhat similar situations elsewhere. 

to that Prussia should ^ from Poland and returned 

to Germany, or that Bessarabia dhould be restored to koum&nia, or part of fioumania to 
Hungary, or Ciibralter to Spain.) Rumania to 

Still further misleading and misinforming readers are other errors in the <k eich 

3 f 3 °f What the creation of Jordan - which I believe the Post has never 

told, its readers is about 75 /> of the original Palestine territory and thus is and was in- 
tended to be or was accepted then as the Palestinian state - has been called the West Bank, 
that it is the portion of its territory that Jordan lost to Israel in the 1967 war. M This 
is not true. The very name West Bank makes tils distinction. Trans-Jordan, shortened by 
ussein to facilitate the since-accepted misrepresentations, was all of Palestine an the 
east side of the Jordan. When Jordan conquered that land in the war that did create the 
State of Israel, it never even then incorporated it into Jordan. The last thfg Jordan 
wanted and wants is more Palestinians within its borders for they could kick'him out, as 
Arafat actually tried to do and failed. This is what led to the horrors of ~ebanon, to 
which he and his fled. 


Heich criticizes the Wallachffor what J note above the Post has always avoided, 
not giving his readers more of "the history of the region and its peoples, particularly 
since the confliet that is at the heart of the subject is at least mired iniaatters as 
ancient as it is in recent diplomatic and military maneuverings. ,, (silJO 

u n his part Reich did not inform his readers that the West Bank is really Judea and 
Samaria, the original homeland of the Jews, homeland until Mohammed drove them out. (To his 
credit, on history, he does report that even after this, in World War II TerusalmS's 
pojatLation was more than half Jewish.) v " 

/his is getting too long. I skip to his conclusions, one of which is that the 
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presefo^ulf crisis "may usher in a new Ice age of arab-Israeli diplomacy..." What 
diplomacy when only Egypt has any relations with Israel? How could the situation in any 
description or definition he more frigid? It is harly possible short of war. 

Hut if there were by any chance a possibility that Israel would agree to its 
bundaries recognized by the non-Muslim world in return for Arafat's assurances of peace , 
peace that At eich says the Wallachs believe he "genuinely wants," (no doubt the reason he 
and his wage guerilla war against Israel f±om all its land neighbors and from the sea^ 
how can Israel have or expert to have peace when even if Arafat genuinely wanted it he 
can't control all the extremists, I should say those more extreme, or the Arab countries? 
Much of Israel under the pre-1967 borders is within range of hand-he^ld artillery and 
rockets in particular. While some might believe that Huseein would try to prevent this 
kind of continuing warfare, not that he has ever made any real effort to, who can believe 
that Syria would even if it could? Or that if Lebanon ever gets a reasonably solid govern- 
ment it could or would or could survive any effort to? 

Add this to the history that At eich himself avoids and to that add Arafat's whole- 
hearted endorsement of Sadd^'sx illegalities and barbarities and still another factor 
is introduced: can any Israeli government expect to survive any agreement of any kind 
with Arafat and the PIO? Not much proppect of either an agreement or government survival. 

Or, for that matter, of the State of Israel. 

5*0, scholars, I think this is an important book the importance of which is recog- 
nized 'by the Post, and I think its editorial does reflect more understanding and gives 
the readers more to think about, but they all, the editorial, the review and from the 
review, the book, all fall far short of what they could and should have been and, along 
with the Past's news columns, fail to tell the people what they should know for rep- 
resentative society jpt to be sufficiently informed so thaC^i* can let the government 
know what they want. 

The government itself is something else again on this subject. For that matter, 
on most subjects. 

I close what I did not intend to run this long with a reminder to you scholars 
of the wisdom of another scholar, Santayana, of the doom that is inevitable from A<-T 
remembering the past. I am certain it is and will be in the~lSiik minds of all Israeli 
government? for the near future at least. They and their people can't forget the past too. 
many of the rest of us have forgotten, those who haven't acting as though they have. 



Harold Weisberg 



V) 

■“■our time is pretty well taken up with a variety of concerns and obligations 
but I hope you find the time to read what I wrote to a historian friend about what 
I've not seen and have seen in the Post about the situation in which Israel is 
and to a degree why it is in this situation, and about factual error in Walter 
"•eich 1 s review of Arafat . 








